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REMARKS 

In view of both the amendments presented above and 
the following discussion, the Applicant submits that none of 
the claims now pending in the application is anticipated 
under the provisions of 35 USC § 102. Thus, the Applicant 
believes that all of these claims are now in allowable form. 

If, however, the Examiner believes that there are 
any unresolved issues requiring adverse final action in any 
of the claims now pending in the application, the Examiner 
should telephone Mr. Peter L. Michaelson, Esq. at 
(732) 53 0-6671 so that appropriate arrangements can be made 
for resolving such issues as expeditiously as possible. 

Specification and abstract amendments 

Various amendments have been made to the 
specification and abstract to correct minor inadvertent 
spelling, grammatical, punctuation and formal errors. 

Further, the Examiner is apparently unable to 
locate the proper insertion point in the specification for 
an amendment, specifically insertion of a section heading, 
made by the Applicant's immediately prior amendment to 
page 1, between lines 5 and 6. The Examiner may have been 
referring to a version of the specification with differing 
line numbers than that to which the Applicant has referred 
in his prior amendment. Accordingly, to facilitate proper 
entry of all the specification amendments, the Applicant has 
now included herewith both a marked-up specification showing 
all the Applicant's changes, both those previously made and 
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those now made, and a substitute specification which 
incorporates all those changes. The substitute 
specification contains no new matter. 

Status of claims 

To simplify consideration and entry of the claim 
amendments, the Applicant, rather than re-writing his claims 
-- particularly in light of the number of separate changes 
that would otherwise have needed to be made to those 
claims -- has simply canceled his existing claims and 
replaced them with new claims 15-24. To prevent confusion, 
the Applicant has not reused claim number 14 even though 
previous claims 13 and 14 were simply re -numbered as 
claims 12 and 13, respectively. 

New independent claims 15 and 2 0 contain 
substantive limitations similar to those in claims 3 and 4, 
and 9 and 10, respectively, though couched in phraseology 
consistent with US claim practice and proper idiomatic 
usage . 

New dependent claims 16-19 and 21-24 respectively 
and generally correspond to now canceled dependent 
claims 5-8; and 11-13 and 2. 

Rejection under 35 USC § 102(e) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 3 and 9 under the 
provisions of 35 USC § 102 (e) as being anticipated by the 
teachings in the Forrest patent (United States patent 
6,084,875 issued to A. G. Forrest on July 4, 2000) . 
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Inasmuch as these claims were now canceled and not replaced 
with corresponding independent claims, this rejection is 
moot. In light of the nature of new independent claims 15 
and 2 0 presented and described herein, no further comments 
are deemed necessary in response to this rejection. 

Objection 

The Examiner has objected to claims 4 and 10 as 
being dependent on a rejected based claim. However, the 
Examiner has indicated that both of these claims would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form to include all 
limitations of the base and any intervening claims. the 
Examiner has similarly objected to dependent claims 5-8, and 
2 and 11-13 as depending from objected claims 4 and 10, 
respectively. 

In response, the Applicant is now presenting new 
independent claims 15 and 20 which contain substantive 
limitations similar to those in claims 3 and 4, and 9 and 
10, respectively. 

Accordingly, new claims 15 and 2 0 should now be 
allowable, as would be claims 16-19 and 21-24 which 
respectively depend there from. 

Conclusion 

Thus, the Applicant submits that none of the 
claims, presently in the application, is anticipated under 
the provisions of 35 USC § 102. 
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Consequently, the Applicant believes that all 



those claims are presently in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, both reconsideration of this application and 
its swift passage to issue are earnestly solicited. 
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